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ABSTRACT  
Two mechanisms employed by organizations to motivate the reuse of knowledge from knowledge repositories is using 
experts to control or edit users’ contributions (such as in a refereed repository), or using a community of users to review, rate, 
or edit existing contributions (such as in a community-driven wiki).  The goal of this paper is to explore these two 
mechanisms and study their impact on knowledge reuse by organizational members.  Propositions are suggested by drawing 
upon the dual-process theory from cognitive psychology.  
Keywords  
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INTRODUCTION 
Many organizations are implementing knowledge management (KM) systems to increase efficiency and effectiveness of 
organizational work and generate competitive advantage.  However, if KM systems do not provide high-quality, timely, and 
reliable knowledge assets, these systems are less likely to be used by the workers who are expected to benefit from their use 
(Schuler, 1994).  Two approaches currently employed by organizations to ensure information quality in repositories are: (1) 
use of experts or supervisors as referees to control or edit users’ contributions (e.g., a refereed repository); and (2) use of a 
community of users to review, rate, or edit existing contributions (e.g., a community-driven wiki).  These two approaches can 
be considered different governance mechanisms to manage knowledge assets in organizational knowledge repositories.  
Drawing upon the literature on governance (e.g., Bowles and Gintis, 2002; Kooiman, 1999; Streeck and Schmitter, 1985), we 
refer to these two approaches as expert-governance and community-governance respectively. 
Although these governance mechanisms are widely deployed by many organizations, our understanding of their efficacy in 
fostering knowledge reuse remains limited.  The goal of this paper is to understand the role of information technology (IT) in 
instantiating these governance mechanisms and investigate how they affect the process of knowledge reuse in organizations.  
More specifically, we investigate the following research question:  what is the impact of (1) expert-governance and (2) 
community-governance on knowledge reuse from organizational knowledge repositories?  
Studying these research questions is important for both theoretical and practical reasons.  From a theoretical perspective, this 
study furthers our understanding of knowledge workers’ reuse of knowledge assets from repositories especially when there 
are mechanisms to render those assets more valuable.  From a practical perspective, an improved understanding of 
governance mechanisms will provide practitioners greater control over the quality of their knowledge assets and potentially 
improve their utilization by organizational workers, which are essential for the success of KM initiatives.   
The rest of this paper is as follows.  In the next section we focus on prior literature concerning knowledge reuse.  In the third 
section, we explore the governance concept.  In the fourth section, we draw upon the dual-process theory from cognitive 
psychology and investigate the impacts of governance mechanisms using two research models.  In the final section, we 
discuss the theoretical and practical implications of this study. 
PRIOR RESEARCH 
Current literature defines knowledge as authenticated or personalized information (e.g., Alavi and Leidner, 2001).  We define 
knowledge reuse as applying stored knowledge to organizational tasks, a process as also termed “knowledge adoption” (e.g., 
Sussman and Siegal, 2003) and “knowledge application” (Alavi and Leidner, 2001) in the KM literature. 
The current literature on knowledge reuse can be conceptualized in two separate streams.  The first stream adopts a macro 
view and investigates knowledge reuse as one of the several stages of the knowledge transfer process (which consists of 
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capturing, packaging, distribution, and reuse stages), and identifies conditions under which knowledge transfer works best 
(e.g., Dixon 2000; Markus 2001).  This stream provides two important insights: (1) knowledge transfer is contingent upon 
who the receiver is, what task is being performed, and what type of knowledge is being transferred; and (2) knowledge 
repositories can support knowledge transfer by storing high-quality, de-contextualized, and easy-to-understand knowledge, 
and by providing certain design features such as indexing and search capabilities. 
The second stream of research adopts a micro view and investigates knowledge reuse by focusing on how individuals utilize 
information from knowledge repositories.  The dominant theoretical framework used in this stream is Elaboration Likelihood 
Model (ELM; Petty and Cacioppo, 1986). Studies in this stream suggest that knowledge reuse occurs through central route 
(i.e., argument quality) and peripheral route (i.e., source credibility) contingent upon individuals’ elaboration likelihood (i.e., 
expertise and involvement in the subject matter).  Empirical tests validate this argument in the context of expert systems 
usage (Dijkstra, 1999; Mak, Schmitt and Lyytinen, 1997), email usage (Sussman and Siegal, 2003), and a mock-up 
knowledge repository (Fadel, Durcikova and Cha, 2008).  
Non-ELM studies in the micro stream found that shared perspective, complexity, and domain familiarity are important for IT 
consultants’ reuse of knowledge from a repository (Boh, 2008).  In another study, Zang and Watts (2008) use Heuristic-
Systematic Model (HSM; Chaiken, 1980) to confirm that argument quality (as systematic processing) and source credibility 
(as heuristic processing) are important determinants of knowledge reuse from online communities.  However, they report 
mixed support for the moderating impact of the attenuation tenet of HSM, which is operationalized as disconfirming 
information and focused search. 
The second stream provides us with two key insights.  First, individuals are more likely to reuse knowledge if they find the 
information to be of high quality and the source credible.  Second, argument quality and source credibility have differential 
effect on knowledge reuse contingent on individuals’ ability and motivation to elaborate (i.e., expertise and involvement 
respectively).  However, the literature overlooks governance mechanisms that can help promote knowledge reuse in 
organizations.  This study addresses this gap by investigating governance mechanisms’ effects on knowledge reuse. 
THEORY AND RESEARCH PROPOSITIONS 
To investigate our research questions, we first examine the concept of governance and its potential role as a knowledge 
management mechanism.  Then, we focus on the dual-process theory from the field of cognitive psychology to study the 
effects of governance mechanisms on individuals’ decisions to reuse knowledge. 
Societal Governance 
The term governance has seen different conceptualizations in the literature (c.f., Kooiman, 1999; Rhodes, 1997).  In this 
paper, we adopt Kooiman and Bavinck’s (2005) definition of governance as “the whole of public as well as private 
interactions taken to solve societal problems and create societal opportunities” (p.17).  According to this definition, 
governance are “arrangements” or mechanisms that can solve a problem faced by individuals, collectives, communities, or 
societies (Kooiman, 1999).  Two such arrangements proposed in the literature are hierarchical control and community-
governance (e.g., Bowles and Gintis, 2002; Kooiman, 1999; Streeck and Schmitter, 1985).  Hierarchical control represents 
the classical top-down approach that policy makers (e.g. state) employ to enforce rules and policies on citizens that can 
presumably provide them with security, equal and predictable treatment, and efficient access to resources for solving societal 
problems (Streeck and Schmitter, 1985).  This is a coercive strategy, since failure to abide by the rules may result in 
punishments or sanctions.   
The second mode of governance is community-governance, where citizens solve problems through autonomous and 
voluntary actions, without the state’s involvement.  Community-governance takes advantage of the information dispersed 
among citizens, and is less susceptible to moral hazard and adverse selection problems that are more prevalent in hierarchical 
control (Bowles and Gintis, 2002).  This makes community-governance more preferable especially if the context is diverse, 
complex, and dynamic (Kooiman, 1999), where no single person, group, or organization has the power, authority, knowledge, 
or resources to solve problems (Bryson and Crosby, 1993).  Kooiman (1999) describes three essential components of 
community-governance: images, instruments, and actions.  Images represent the “guiding light” or visions, knowledge, or 
shared goal that individuals are trying to achieve.  Instruments are the tools that enable individuals to enact their images, 
which can either be “soft” (such as information, peer pressure, bribe, etc.), or “hard” (such as covenants, agreements, etc.).  
Finally, actions are behaviors that put instruments into effect and thereby help implement images. 
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Governance of Knowledge Repositories 
The concept of governance fits well to the context of KM, because managing knowledge assets in organizational repositories 
is indeed a significant organizational problem that can potentially be solved using hierarchical control and community-
governance.  For knowledge repositories, hierarchical control corresponds to expert-governance, where experts or 
supervisors act as referees, and accept, reject, or edit contributions to a knowledge repository.  From a design perspective, the 
technology behind refereed repositories is geared toward storing and disseminating knowledge, while allowing domain 
experts to ensure the quality of information in these repositories through editing/control activities.     
Alternatively, organizations may employ community-governance, where a community of users reviews, edits, and rates 
existing content, thereby increasing the value of knowledge assets.  Community-governed repositories are designed to govern 
content, which increases the quality of knowledge assets directly (through editing) and by signaling users of the quality of 
knowledge assets (through reviewing and rating). 
Dual-Process Theory 
We investigate the impact of the two forms of governance by drawing upon the dual-process theory from cognitive 
psychology.  The fundamental premise of this theory is that individuals make judgments based on two separate cognitive 
processes.   The first process, called System 1 (Stanovich and West, 2000), involves retrieving previous associations from 
memory about the features of an event or object.  This process is “fast, automatic, effortless, associative, implicit […], and 
often emotionally charged” (Kahneman, 2003, p.698).  The response generated is usually subconscious and a result of 
repeated exposure to the same experience.  Hence, System 1 works as a pattern-matching mechanism such that if the 
characteristics of the current experience match to that of a previous experience, even the unobserved characteristics of the 
current experience can be retrieved automatically and quickly from memory.  However, these responses may be biased by 
prior experiences.  
The second process, called System 2 (Stanovich and West, 2000), involves reasoning using the existing rules and 
propositions.  This process is “slower, serial, effortful, more likely to be consciously monitored and deliberately controlled, 
[…] relatively flexible and potentially rule governed.” (Kahneman, 2003, p.698).  System 2 responses are usually deductive 
in nature, are evoked intentionally, and cognitive time and effort are spent before forming a judgment. 
System 1 and 2 processes may not necessarily operate in isolation, but may interact with one another during judgment 
formation (Gawronski and Bodenhausen, 2006; Sloman, 1996).  While considering responses from both processes, 
individuals may encounter congruent as well as conflicting responses.  Congruent responses are easy to handle as these 
responses validate and reinforce each other.  Conflicting responses, on the other hand, create cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 
1957).  Individuals deal with inconsistent responses by either suppressing them, where the less-preferred reaction is 
deliberately rejected, or by rationalizing them, by justifying or undermining one of the conflicting responses (Festinger 
1957).  Note that in suppression, cognitive elaboration plays an important role in determining which response will be 
suppressed (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986).  For instance, individuals with high cognitive elaboration tend to ignore the response 
generated by System 1, and rely more on System 2 responses, and vice versa.  Cognitive elaboration does not suppress one of 
the processes, but rather it suppresses one of the responses.   
Research Models 
We choose the dual-process theory for studying knowledge reuse over the more popular ELM for two reasons.  First, the dual 
process theory subsumes previous frameworks such as ELM without from their limitations.  For instance, ELM operates in 
the persuasion context and focuses on the nature and content of acquired information, while the dual-process theory is 
context-independent and focuses on processes rather than external information (Kruglanski and Orehek, 2007).  Second, 
dual-process theory provides us with new mechanisms such as justification that are not available in ELM or other 
frameworks.   
In applying the dual-process theory to our specific context, we first extend its dependent variable to knowledge reuse.  The 
dual-process theory explains how individuals form judgments about objects, and therefore, employ attitude as the dependent 
variable.  In our study of knowledge reuse, we employ the attitude construct to refer specifically to individuals’ attitudes 
toward reusing knowledge assets, which is postulated to lead to knowledge reuse.  Studies in cognitive psychology 
demonstrate that one’s attitude toward a given behavior is usually positively related to that behavior, an association that has 
been extensively validated in technology acceptance research (Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw, 1989).  Hence the justification 
for the relationship between attitude and knowledge reuse. 
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Expert-governance 
Dual-process theory provides a theoretical basis for explaining attitude toward knowledge assets stored in expert-governed 
knowledge repositories, and thereby knowledge reuse, using information quality and confidence in expert-governance as 
antecedent constructs.  Figure 1 presents the relationships between these constructs, the rationale for which are detailed next. 
 
Figure 1. Research Model for Expert Governance 
 
Information quality is one of the two constructs that have been identified in the dual-process literature as a salient 
determinant of individual attitude.  It is a System 2 construct, because assessing the quality of information involves 
scrutinizing the merits of that information, which is an effortful, conscious, deliberate, and rule governed process.  
Consequently, users will have favorable attitudes toward knowledge assets if they perceive them to be of high-quality.  This 
leads us to propose: 
P1: Information quality is positively related to attitude toward knowledge assets. 
Source credibility, the second determinant of attitude, refers to the degree to which individuals perceive an information 
source to be credible.  Information derived from a credible source is more likely to be internalized by knowledge users than 
that obtained from less credible sources.  However, source credibility is less salient in expert-governed repositories because 
experts’ involvement in vetting, editing, and formatting the knowledge assets supersedes the credibility of the original 
knowledge source in the minds of potential users of that knowledge.  If individuals have confidence in the process of expert-
governance, they may reuse a knowledge asset even if it comes from a less credible source.  Empirical findings reported in 
the literature provide support for this argument.  For example, studies that investigate personalized and non-refereed 
information find source credibility to be significant (e.g., Sussman and Siegal, 2003; Zhang and Watts, 2008), while studies 
that investigate refereed information find it non-significant (e.g., Boh, 2008; Fadel et al., 2008).  Therefore, we replace source 
credibility with confidence in expert-governance as our System 1 construct of interest, as it provides a quick and an automatic 
response base on individuals’ repeated exposure to expert-governance; and propose: 
P2: Confidence in expert-governance is positively related to attitude toward knowledge assets. 
The two constructs described above, information quality and confidence in expert-governance, may generate conflicting 
responses toward knowledge assets, creating cognitive dissonance among potential knowledge users.  Knowledge users 
employ two cognitive mechanisms to deal with this dissonance: (1) suppressing one of the responses, and (2) rationalizing a 
preferred response.  In suppression, individuals with high elaboration tend to suppress the response generated by System 1 
(i.e., confidence in expert-governance), whereas individuals with low elaboration tend to suppress the response generated 
System 2 (i.e., information quality; Petty and Cacioppo, 1986).  Therefore, we propose:  
P3a: Users with high elaboration rely on the response generated by information quality and suppress the response 
generated by confidence in expert-governance while forming their attitudes toward knowledge assets. 
P3b: Users with low elaboration rely on the response generated by confidence in expert-governance and suppress 
the response generated by information quality while forming their attitudes toward knowledge assets. 
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In rationalization, knowledge users consider a new or an existing response to reduce inconsistency between the two 
responses.  Two variations of this process are: (1) non-favorable attitudes due to information quality, and favorable attitudes 
due to confidence in expert governance; and (2) favorable attitudes due to information quality, and non-favorable attitudes 
due to confidence in expert governance.  In case of the former, cognitive inconsistency is resolved by believing that the 
information should be of high quality as it is vetted by experts.  In case of the latter, inconsistency is resolved by updating the 
confidence in expert-governance.  Since both processes can be accounted for by a single moderating effect, we present only 
one of the propositions and show the other as a dashed line in the research model:  
P4: The impact of information quality on attitude toward knowledge assets increases when users have high 
confidence in expert-governance. 
Community-governance 
Dual-process theory also explains attitude toward knowledge assets and knowledge reuse in community-governed 
repositories.  However, the set of potential constructs that comprise System 1 and System 2 is different from that of expert-
governance.  Figure 2 presents the different predictors of attitude toward knowledge assets in community-governance.   
Attitude toward 
knowledge assets
P11a
Ratings
Knowledge 
Reuse
Reviews
System 2
System 1
Information 
quality
P10a
Elaboration
Edits
P7
P8
Intellectual 
capital
Validity
P9c
P13
P1
P6
P5
P9a
P9b
P10b
P11b
P11c
P12a
P12c
P12b
 
Figure 2. Research Model for Community Governance 
 
Information quality is still a salient determinant of attitude toward knowledge assets in community-governance.  As this 
relationship is already proposed in P1, we don’t present it as another proposition. 
As with expert-governance, source credibility may not be salient in community-governance, because information submitted 
from any given source is edited, reviewed, and rated by the user community and sometimes transformed into new knowledge 
assets prior to its reuse.  If the editing process is extensive, potential knowledge users may find it difficult to associate 
knowledge assets with their original sources.  Therefore, individual judgments about knowledge assets are based on the 
community’s intellectual capital rather than source credibility.  Users who have greater confidence in the community’s 
intellectual capital will have more favorable attitudes toward knowledge assets.  A community’s intellectual capital is a 
System 1 construct since it is based on users’ repeated exposure to community-governed content.  Hence, we propose:  
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P5: Confidence in the community’s intellectual capital is positively related to attitude toward knowledge assets. 
Knowledge assets in community-governance are edited, reviewed, and rated by users in the community.  Each of these 
activities presumably enhances user confidence in these assets, which in turn, increases their attitude toward knowledge 
assets and knowledge reuse.  Community edits and ratings are System 1 constructs, because they quickly and automatically 
inform the potential users of community’s evaluation of knowledge assets, while community review is a System 2 construct 
since it requires individuals to scrutinize the reviews before forming judgment about that information.  If individuals believe 
that information is dispersed among many community users, the degree to which a knowledge asset is edited by the 
community and have been rated favorably by the community can have a favorable impact on individuals’ attitude toward 
knowledge assets.  This leads us to propose: 
P6: The degree to which a knowledge asset is edited by the community is positively related to attitude toward 
knowledge assets. 
P7:  Content rating is positively related attitude toward knowledge assets. 
Social comparison theory suggests that if individuals are faced with uncertainty, they tend to look around and do what others 
are doing (Festinger, 1950; Festinger, 1954).  Knowledge reuse is an uncertain task because the outcome of such reuse is 
often unknown in advance and can sometimes have irrevocable consequences.  Therefore, individuals consider community’s 
reviews about a knowledge asset before internalizing it.  If reviews are favorable, individuals will be more likely to have 
positive attitudes toward the knowledge asset, resulting in knowledge reuse.  Therefore we propose: 
P8:  Reviews are positively related to attitude toward knowledge assets.  
Further, propositions P6-P8 are likely to be moderated by the community’s intellectual capital.  The editing, reviewing, and 
rating activities in community-governed repositories can only have limited effect on potential users’ attitude toward 
knowledge assets, if users do not have adequate confidence in the community’s intellectual capital to begin with.  If users 
lack confidence in community’s intellectual capital, they can make favorable judgments about knowledge assets only to the 
extent to which they consider the community’s use of the instruments.  Based on this expectation, we propose the interaction 
effect: 
P9[a, b, c]:  Intellectual capital positively moderates the relationship between [reviews, ratings, and edits] and 
attitude toward knowledge assets. 
As is the case with expert-governance, responses generated by System 1 and System 2 can cause conflicting attitudes toward 
knowledge assets.  Elaboration likelihood can be used to suppress one of the conflicting responses such that individuals with 
high (low) elaboration will suppress System 1 (System 2) responses.  Therefore we propose: 
P10[a, b]: Users with high elaboration rely on the response generated by [information quality, reviews] while 
forming their attitudes toward knowledge assets. 
P11[a, b, c]: Users with low elaboration rely on the response generated by [ratings, edits, confidence in intellectual 
capital] while forming their attitudes toward knowledge assets. 
Individuals can also use justification to reduce cognitive inconsistency.  If the inconsistency arises due to the responses 
provided by instruments of community-governance (i.e. reviews, edits, and ratings), individuals can question the validity of 
these responses in the first place.  There may be many reasons why individuals can perceive community responses as being 
invalid, such as when a knowledge asset is applied in an inappropriate context (Poston and Speler, 2005).  Hence, the salience 
of responses provided by community-governance instruments is contingent upon the validity of these responses.  Therefore, 
we propose: 
P12[a, b, c]: Validity of [reviews, edits, and ratings] positively moderate the relationship between [reviews, edits, 
and ratings] and attitude toward knowledge assets. 
If the consistency arises due to conflicting responses from information quality or community’s intellectual capital, individuals 
can achieve congruency by updating either of the two responses.  Similar to our earlier discussion in expert-governance, 
individuals can either make themselves believe that information should be of high quality due to their confidence in 
community’s intellectual capital, or they can update their confidence in community’s intellectual capital if information is of 
high-quality.  Therefore we propose: 
P13: The impact of information quality on attitude toward knowledge assets increases when users have confidence 
in community-governance 
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 CONCLUSIONS 
The goal of this paper was to investigate the impact of two governance mechanisms on knowledge reuse from organizational 
knowledge repositories.  The research questions explored were:  what is the impact of (1) expert-governance and (2) 
community-governance on knowledge reuse?  We tried to answer these research questions using the dual-process theory from 
cognitive psychology.  Regarding the first research question, we suggested that expert-governance can reduce the salience of 
source credibility, and render individuals’ confidence in expert-governance more important while reusing knowledge from 
expert-governed repositories.  We also suggested that if individuals face inconsistency during the knowledge reuse process, 
they can either suppress inconsistent responses, or justify their action of reusing or abandoning knowledge assets by updating 
their beliefs about information quality or confidence in expert-governance. 
Regarding the second research question, we suggested that the three instruments of community governance (i.e., reviewing, 
editing, and rating) help individuals form judgments about knowledge assets.  Additionally, we argued that community-
governance reduces the salience of source credibility in knowledge reuse, but renders community’s intellectual capital more 
important.  Our discussion led us to suggest that individuals’ reliance on the information provided by the three instruments 
depends on their confidence in community’s intellectual capital.  Finally, we stated that any inconsistent information derived 
from the two processes can be resolved by either suppression through elaboration, or justification through questioning quality 
of information, validity of information provided by instruments, or community’s intellectual capital.   
As the next step of our research, we are currently designing an empirical study to test the propositions discussed above.  This 
field experiment will be conducted at a major consulting firm located in the southeastern United States that has implemented 
expert governance and community governance in two separate knowledge repositories.  In the first repository, experiences 
and lessons submitted by consultants are vetted, edited, and controlled by in-house experts, while in the second repository, 
similar knowledge assets are maintained in a community wiki that is rated, reviewed, and edited by the consultant community 
at large.  Both repositories are available to all consultants, and their usage is voluntary.  This “natural control” provides us a 
unique opportunity to study consultants’ reuse of knowledge from these repositories and the antecedents of such reuse, while 
also allowing comparisons between the two governance mechanisms.  When completed, this study will be one of the first 
studies to empirically examine the role of governance mechanisms within the context of knowledge reuse in organizations. 
This paper has several theoretical and practical implications.  From a theoretical perspective, the investigation of the two 
research questions shed light on how individuals reuse knowledge from repositories especially if organizations implement 
mechanisms to govern knowledge assets in these repositories.  Further, the use of the dual-process theory provides new main 
and moderating effects that are not readily available in current theoretical frameworks such as ELM while explaining 
knowledge reuse. 
From a practical perspective, the arguments presented in this paper are important for organizations which currently, or are 
planning to, use one of the governance mechanisms to manage their knowledge assets.  Inadequate understanding of the 
impacts of these mechanisms can severely undermine knowledge reuse in organizations and the success of KM initiatives.  
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